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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the following communication: RCE filed 03/23/09. This 
action is made non-final. 

2. Claims 52-68 are pending in the case. Claims 52, 60, 68 are independent claims. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has 
been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 03/23/09 has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 67 is objected to because of the following informalities: "The computer-readable 
medium" should be changed to "The computer-readable storage medium". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. Applicant has amended the specification to remove Transmission media and carrier 
wave from the specification (e.g., see amendment to Paragraph [0036] on 03/23/2009). In 
addition, claims 60-67 have been amended to include the term "a computer-readable storage 
medium", the examiner, therefore, interprets the term to include only those physical and tangible 
specified in amended paragraph [0036]). For at least these reasons, the previous rejection on 
claims 60-57 is withdrawn. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 52-68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Drenttel et al. (Patent No. US 7124360 B1; hereinafter Drenttel) in view of Butler et al. 
(Patent No. 6018340; hereinafter Butler). 

As to claims 52, Drenttel teaches: 

A method for organizing one or more application windows within at least one computer 
display (e.g., Figs. 9a-9c and col. 7 lines 57-67), the method comprising: 

dividing the at least one computer display with one or more user-defined boundaries to 
create two or more window areas within the at least one computer display (e.g., Figs. 9a-9c and 
col. 5 lines 1-44; the display screen is divided into grids having two or more window areas and 
wherein the grid templates are user-configurable, col. 6 lines 56-67); 
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associating a first application window with a first window area within the at least one 
computer display based on user input (e.g., Fig. 9b and col. 6 lines 56-67 through col. 7 lines 1- 
28 and col. 7 lines 35-47 and lines 57-67; wherein the first section of the screen 9012 is 
configured to display email information or wherein each frame being used to display data as 
desired and wherein the user can reconfigure and reorganize the mosaic of information); and 

displaying the first application window within the first window area within the at least one 
computer display based on user input (e.g., Figs. 9a-9c and col. 7 lines 35-67; wherein each 
grid/frame is used to display data as desired). 

Drenttel discloses that an application window is associated with a specific mat object; for 
example, Email application and Web Browser application are associated to mat object 9012 and 
901 1 , respectively (e.g., Figs. 9a-9c and col. 7 lines 48-67). Drenttel does not disclose that the 
window area is extended across a first computer display and a second computer display 
wherein a first portion of the first window area is displayed within a first of the at least two 
computer displays and a second portion of the first window area is displayed within a second of 
the at least two computer displays. 

In the same field of endeavor of displaying multiple windows, Butler discloses a window 
area associating with an application window (e.g., window area C as shown in Fig. 4) wherein 
the window area is extended across two computer displays such that a first portion of the first 
window area is within a first computer display and a second portion of the first window area is 
within a second computer display (e.g., window area C in Fig. 4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have modified the grid template as taught by Drenttel to be able to use 
for a multiple displays as suggested by Butler to achieve the ability to display multiple 
application windows in a multiple displays environment because Butler suggests that the 
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combination of the monitor spaces can be treated as a single, contiguous virtual desktop (e.g., 
see col. 1 lines 54-59). As suggested by Butler, one would have been motivated to make such 
a combination is to reduce the screen clutter (e.g., see Butler col. 1 lines 42-51). 

In regard to claim 60, claim 60 reflects the computer readable medium-comprising 
software instruction for performing the method steps as claimed in claim 1, and is rejected along 
the same rationale. 

In regard to claim 68, claim 68 reflects the system-comprising a processor, a computer 
monitor, a user interface coupled to the processor for performing the method steps as claimed 
in claim 1, and are rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to claim 53 and 61, Drenttel teaches storing the one or more user-defined 
boundaries as a boundary layout template that is available for recall by the user (e.g., col. 6 
lines 23-67). 

In regard to claim 54 and 62, Drenttel teaches adjusting the length associated with a 
first user-defined boundary in the one or more user- defined boundaries, and adjusting the two 
or more window areas based on the adjusted length associated with the first user-defined 
boundary (e.g., col. 6 lines 56-67 through col. 8 lines 1-4). 

In regard to claim 55 and 63, Drenttel teaches storing the association between the first 
application window and the first window area within the at least one computer (e.g., Figs. 9a-9c 
and col. 7 lines 57-67 through col. 8 lines 1-5). 
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In regard to claim 56 and 64, Drenttel teaches resizing the first application window to 
cover an entire area of the first window area within the at least one computer (e.g., Figs. 9a-9c 
and col. 7 lines 57-67 through col. 8 lines 1-5 and col. 5 lines 14-16). 

In regard to claim 57 and 65, Drenttel further teaches resizing the first application 
window to cover a first portion of the first window area (e.g., Figs. 9a-9c and col. 7 lines 35-67). 
Drenttel does not teach the area defined by the first portion is less than an entire area of the first 
window area within the at least one computer. However, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to have implemented this limitation 
because Drenttel suggests to the skilled artisan that the grid template can be rearranged, 
reconfigured and reorganized as desired by the end user to suit his or her needs and/or tastes 
(e.g., col. 6 lines 56-67 through col. 7 lines 1-3). One would have been motivated to make such 
an implementation is to increase the user understanding of, and relationship to, a computer 
interface through a computer screen (e.g., Drenttel col. 2 lines 23-26). 

In regard to claim 58 and 66, Drenttel the one or more user-defined boundaries are 
associated with a pre-defined boundary layout template selected by the user (e.g., col. 6 lines 
23-67 through col. 7 lines 1-3). 

In regard to claim 59 and 67, Drenttel further discloses each of the one or more user- 
defined boundaries extends between two different sides of the at least one computer display 
(e.g., Figs. 9a-9c; wherein the boundary of window area 9001' extends between two different 
sides, left to right side, of the computer screen where the template area covers). Butler 
discloses a multiple display system having a plurality of window areas extending across multiple 
monitors (e.g., see Fig. 4). Butler suggests that the combination of the monitor spaces can be 
treated as a single, contiguous virtual desktop (e.g., see col. 1 lines 54-59). Thus, combining 
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Drenttel and Butler would meet the claimed limitations, wherein at least one of the one or more 
user-defined boundaries extends between two difference sides of one of the at least two 
computer displays, for the same reasons as set forth in the foregoing rejection of claim 1 . 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's remarks filed on 03/23/09 have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground (s) of rejection. 

♦ Applicants argue that the combination of Drenttel, Santoro and Butler does not disclose 
the limitations of the pending claims (e.g., see Applicant's remark page 9, Paragraph 2). 

In response, the examiner respectfully disagrees. As set forth in the foregoing rejection 
of claim 1, Drenttel teaches all the limitations except the multiple display devices. However, 
Butler, discloses a multiple monitors display having a plurality of window areas wherein a 
window area can be extended across two computer display such that a first portion of the first 
window area is within a first computer display and a second portion of the first window area is 
within a second computer display (e.g., window area C in Fig. 4). Butler suggests that the 
combination of the monitor spaces can be treated as a single, contiguous virtual desktop (e.g., 
see col. 1 lines 54-59). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
at the time the invention was made, to have modified the configured grid display of Drenttel to 
use with the multiple displays device as suggested by Butler to meet the claimed invention for 
the same reasons as set forth in claim 1. 



Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record on form PTO-892 and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Applicant is required under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .1 1 1 (c) to consider 
these references fully when responding to this action. 

It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art 
references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in 
any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would 
have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 
1332-33,216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 
158 USPQ 275,277 (CCPA 1968)). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 

should be directed to TuyetLien (Lien) T. Tran whose telephone number is 571-270-1033. The 

examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Friday: 7:30 - 5:00, off on alternating Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/T.T. T./ /Weilun Lo/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2179 Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2179 



